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is  said t ha t  a l l  t he  cells in the  human body a r e  replaced once eve ry  seven 
years. The  person we easily recognize today is, in fact, qu i t e  d i f f e ren t  from 
the person we knew seven years ago. T h e  Canadian Communication Association 
is  seven years o ld  t h i s  year. T h i s  is  a good time t o  pause and  assess the  
status o f  Communication as a discipl ine and  t h e  d i rec t ion  o f  i t s  research 
program. The  task is  made considerably easier by the  fac t  t h a t  a collection o f  
papers from the  founding conference o f  t he  Association was publ ished seven 
years ago, inc lud ing an in t roduct ion  t o  the  problematic o f  t he  f ie ld  (Salter, 
1981 ; Lacroix/Levesque, 1981 ; Robinson, 1984; Rogers, 1982; Theall, 1981) .  
Th is  collection provides a benchmark f o r  evaluat ing t he  changes t h a t  have 
occurred, and the  nature  o f  t he  discipl ine i n  Canada today. I wi l l  begin, then, 
b y  summarizing the central  argument advanced in 1980 about the  discipl ine o f  
Communication. 
Communication in 1980: 
I n  1980,  it seemed important t o  d is t ingu ish  Communication f rom other  
disciplines and f ie lds of  s tudy.  Communication is  no t  l i ke  H i s to ry  o r  Sociology, 
I argued a t  the  time. T h e  va r i e t y  o f  i t s  research topics was s t r ik ing .  Mass 
media studies were included i n  the research program i n  Communication but, i n  
1980, there  were Communication departments i n  Canadian universi t ies where 
media studies were the exception ra the r  than the ru le .  For example, a t  Simon 
Fraser, one o f  my colleagues was s tudy ing  the  social communication i n  
advert is ing.  Another had examined the content  o f  pub l ic  school readers t o  see 
what was conveyed in those tex ts  along w i th  t he  basic informat ion on how t o  
read. Yet another examined po l icy  issues related t o  broadcast ing and 
telecommunications. These topics are  not  connected t o  mass media, but they al l  
fit d i rec t l y  in to  t he  -conventional p i c tu re  o f  Communication. 
Other  research being conducted a t  t he  time fit th i s  p i c tu re  less easily. I 
had jus t  completed a s tudy  o f  t he  role o f  scientists i n  making pub l ic  policy. A 
colleague had examined r ice  product ion i n  t he  t h i r d  wor ld,  and the  act iv i t ies o f  
such inst i tut ions as t he  World Bank i n  promoting development. Researchers i n  
Communication had also studied the  social impact o f  technology, of f ice 
automation, regu la tory  agencies, and the  use o f  language i n  communication. 
Some had conducted studies o f  the  social changes introduced b y  colonialism, 
while others focussed on  the  new communication technologies and  examined the 
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dissemination o f  information as a resu l t  o f  t he  economic s t ruc tu re  o f  
broadcast ing and telecommunications. I n  other words, Communication could be 
dist inguished because it d i d  no t  have one pr imary  focus o f  s tudy.  It 
encompassed a wide va r i e t y  o f  seemingly unre la ted topics, on l y  occasionally 
dealing d i rec t l y  w i t h  t he  mass media. 
In sp i te  o f  these di f ferences, I argued i n  1980 tha t  Communication did 
have a un i f ied  orientation, a problematic. F i rs t ,  as is  ev ident  f rom a l l  o f  these 
examples o f  Communication research, the  s tudy  o f  Communication dealt w i t h  
information. In the  emerging discipl ine o f  Communication, informat ion was more 
than a t e x t  on  a w r i t t en  page, o r  t he  content o f  an  entertainment program o r  
the  da i l y  news. It was something o ther  than by tes  o f  data on a computer. 
The  act iv i t ies o f  scientists in regu la tory  act iv i t ies,  o r  t he  World Bank in 
developing countr ies const i tuted "information." 
A n  i l lus t ra t ion  wi l l  b e  useful  to  show how Communication approached the  
s tudy  o f  information. I n  t h i s  i l lustrat ion,  a person enters a room; her  eyes 
focus upon the  occupants, the  furnishings, and the  act iv i t ies tak ing place 
there.  She also takes account o f  the  level o f    commotion,'^ t he  movement o f  
indiv iduals and  even the shadows o n  the walls. She notices the  qua l i t y  o f  the 
fu rn ish ings,  t he  design and colours o f  the c lo th ing being worn b y  occupants 
and takes th i s  "information" i n to  account as re f lec t ing  status and class 
dimensions o f  the s i tuat ion.  Indeed, a l l  t he  factors in the room, inc lud ing 
many not  noted here, a re  information, and al l  o f  the  features o f  the  
environment--including what is  absent from it--are as important as the  content 
of t he  conversations occur r ing  there  o r  t he  documents produced as a resu l t  o f  
them. I n  Communication, informat ion was regarded i n  i t s  broadest sense as t he  
features--including imaginary ones--of t he  environment. 
It was n o t  enough to  say that  Communication was concerned wi th  
information, even in the broadest sense o f  the  term. There  a re  l imitations t o  
the  amount o f  informat ion tha t  can and  wi l l  be  absorbed from any  environment. 
A second component i n  the  s tudy  o f  Communication was the selection and 
organization o f  informat ion that  made a n  overabundance o f  informat ion 
intel l ig ib le.  The term used i n  the  s tudy  o f  Communication f o r  t he  selection and 
organization t ha t  renders  information intel l ig ib le was "signif ication." 
Communication was the s tudy  o f  s igni f icat ion,  o f  how indiv iduals,  g roups and 
ins t i tu t ions  fastened onto some aspects o f  the i r  environment as s igni f icant i n  
coming t o  an unders tand ing o f  what t he  environment meant. Because o f  i t s  
focus o n  signi f icat ion,  Communication was v e r y  d i f f e ren t  f rom Informat ion 
Science. 
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Obviously any selection o f  informat ion involves the  human capacity t o  
perceive informat ion from an environment. Communication scholars occasionally 
relied upon the  work  of psychologists. B u t  t he i r  approach was v e r y  d i f f e ren t  
from the  predominant paradigm i n  Psychology. T h e  t h i r d  aspect of 
communication was based on  the content ion t ha t  a h i g h l y  in terac t ive  relat ionship 
existed between those who perceive informat ion and the  environment ( o r  
context)  from which the information i s  drawn. To  use a formulation from media 
studies, it was argued that  t h e  audience af fected the message as much as t he  
message af fected the  audience. In other  words, communication involved an 
act ive process of construct ion and reconstruct ion i n  t he  creat ion o f  information 
and i t s  interpretat ion.  Because o f  t h i s  feature o f  i t s  research, t he  approach 
taken i n  Communication dist inguished it f rom Psychology. 
Fourth,  a polit ical economy perspect ive was of ten taken i n  Canadian 
communication research i n  1980, and Communication scholars studied regu la tory  
agencies, pub l ic  pol icy,  i n d u s t r y  s t ruc tures  and  technology. If one was to  
conceive o f  informat ion i n  in terac t ive  terms, it was argued, at tent ion had to  b e  
directed to  t he  way i n  which informat ion was produced and disseminated, 
including s tudy ing the  polit ical and economic factors inf luencing the product ion 
o f  information and the  technologies o f  i t s  dissemination. Part icular emphasis 
was g iven t o  the  technological aspects of communication, as these were seen t o  
mediate or  f i l t e r  information and influence. A n  example o f  how technology 
might "bias" information wi l l  help. The po in t  i s  f a i r l y  obvious if I draw a 
p ic ture  o f  two lovers seeking t o  engage i n  an intimate but d i f f i cu l t  discussion 
about t he i r  personal l ives over  t he  telephone. Now imagine tha t  the  two are 
connected th rough  a computer network  and, whi le t he  p r i vacy  o f  t he i r  
conversation i s  protected, they  must t y p e  the i r  statements o f  love and concern 
on a keyboard and view each other 's protestat ions on a videoscreen. 
The  po in t  being made b y  Communication was more complex than th i s  
i l lus t ra t ion  suggests. I n  general terms, it was claimed tha t  both  specif ic 
meanings and more general social re lat ions were changed b y  the  way informat ion 
was produced and disseminated, and the  medium and technology o f  i t s  
dissemination. Following Innis,  t he  concept o f  "bias" was o f ten  used t o  
describe the phenomenon, b u t  it was probab ly  t he  wrong term. If the 
substance o f  information was always af fected b y  t h e  technology and condi t ions 
of i t s  product ion,  no informat ion could be "unbiased." 
The new communication technologies were o f  in teres t  because they al tered 
the substance o f  what was communicated. They  represented more than a 
collection o f  machines, satell i tes and computers, however; they  were integrated 
in to  modes o f  product ion.  The  theoretical foundat ion f o r  t h i s  aspect o f  
1 Communication studies was laid b y  Harold Innis,  the  polit ical economist who 
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t u rned  t o  t he  s tudy  o f  communication a t  t he  end o f  h i s  product ive  scholar ly 
life. L i ke  Innis, Communication scholars in Canada in 1980 were concerned wi th  
t he  histor ical  development o f  technology, and  how d i f f e ren t  technologies 
"biased" no t  only informat ion b u t  also economic and social re lat ions w i th in  any 
society. L ike  'lnnis, also, Communication o f ten  included po l icy  recommendations 
w i th in  i t s  scholar ly art ic les,  so t h a t  t he  f ie ld  had bo th  a theoretical and a 
pragmatic or ientat ion.  
A f i f t h  related focus i n  Communication was i l lus t ra ted b y  t he  s tudy  o f  what 
happened when informat ion was used in d i f f e ren t  na r ra t i ve  contexts. For 
example, one colleague compared the  scient i f ic  content o f  t he  same informat ion 
when t h a t  information was presented in an academic art ic le,  i n  a press repo r t  
on  television, o r  discussed as p a r t  o f  a debate on regu la tory  options. I n  doing 
so, h e  drew from the o ther  theoretical antecedent o f  Communication i n  1980, 
l i t e ra ry  and semiotic theory.  What he d i d  was "read" the var ious presentations 
o f  t he  same informat ion to  determine the i r  many messages fo r  t he i r  audiences. 
I n  effect, he  argued, each medium [ inc lud ing technological medium) was 
associated w i th  a d i f f e ren t  nar ra t ive  and a d i f f e ren t  means o f  te l l ing  a s tory .  
B u t  f o r  him, the  media o f  in teres t  did no t  on l y  include wr i t t en  tex ts  o r  mass 
media. Indeed, they  could even include the ins t i tu t iona l  cu l t u re  o f  par t icu lar  
organizations such as t he  World Bank, and the environment o f  colonialized t h i r d  
wor ld  countr ies.  A n y  environment could b e  seen as a medium o f  communication, 
i n  terms o f  i t s  predominant technologies and the  s t ruc tu re  o f  i t s  social. polit ical 
and economic relations. 
Final ly,  I argued i n  1980 tha t  Communication i n  Canada could be 
dist inguished b y  i t s  preoccupation w i th  questions o f  cu l tu re .  Th is  was p a r t l y  a 
resu l t  o f  i t s  lnnis ian heritage, and following Innis,  the  def in i t ion  o f  cu l t u re  was 
pr imar i ly  an histor ical  one. Cu l tu re  was def ined i n  t he  fol lowing manner: 
... experience as shaped b y  the  messages and message systems o f  i t s  
part ic ipants.  Cu l t u re  i s  conceived o f  as h i s to ry  a n d  i t s  social 
context ,  a r t  and  commercially produced ar t i fac ts ,  polit ical debates and 
the act iv i t ies t hey  generate, experience and i t s  in terpre ta t ion  b y  
indiv iduals as members o f  groups, regions, nations o r  classes (Salter, 
1981:XVlIl). 
Cu l tu re ,  I suggested, had  become a cent ra l  preoccupation o f  Communication 
studies because o f  i t s  ambiguous status i n  bo th  Canada and i n  Quebec. It was 
my contention a t  the  time tha t  when the  content o f  a cu l t u re  could no t  be taken 
fo r  granted b y  i t s  members, at tent ion was o f ten  directed t o  the  process by 
which cu l t u re  was art iculated, produced and disseminated. Questions o f  
cu l tu ra l  ident i ty ,  about policies promot ing it and about sovereignty were on the 
agenda of Communication scholars. Obviously, Communication d i d  not  have a 
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on the s tudy  of cu l tu re .  B u t  since Communication was concerned w i th  
issues relat ing t o  t h e  signif ication of information, cu l tu ra l  information and 
cul tural  ident i ty  were legit imate foci o f  i t s  research. Indeed, b y  examining how 
information was produced and in terpre ted i n  d i f f e ren t  cu l tu ra l  contexts, 
communication as a f ield of s tudy  could ident i fy  some o f  t he  factors t ha t  had, 
and might y e t  inf luence pol icy in Quebec and  Canada. 
I n  summary, i n  1980 there  were several aspects t o  t he  s tudy  o f  
communication i n  Canada. Communication involved the s tudy  o f  information, as 
it was produced and in terpre ted i n  d i f f e ren t  social and cu l tu ra l  contexts. 
Communication had a par t icu lar  perspect ive on the  s tudy  o f  information. T h e  
process o f  communication could not  b e  understood b y  reference t o  models of 
~~sender-message-receiver,'' even if these models were made more sophisticated 
b y  the  not ion o f  encoding and  decoding. In eve ry  case, communication involved 
an act ive process of const ruc t ing  meaning, which was contextually-bounded. 
Th is  was as t r u e  o f  t h e  communication w i th in  ins t i tu t ions  and  par t icu lar  
societies as it was for  the  product ion  o f  tex ts  and  television programs. The  
technology used i n  product ion,  and the  pol i t ical  and  economic condit ions of the  
environments i n  which information was produced and in terpre ted bo th  had an 
effect on the content of information. Th i s  was p a r t l y  because communication 
technologies were so central  i n  t he  development process, but equally because 
the technologies of communication "biased" the  t y p e  o f  development tha t  would 
occur. Finally, for  historical, pol i t ical  and theoretical reasons, Communication 
studies had addressed questions related to  cu l tu re ,  and  more par t icu lar ly ,  t o  
cu l tu ra l  issues i n  the  context  o f  Quebec and Canadian ident i ty .  
Communication Studies Today: 
There  are  two ways t o  conduct  an assessment o f  Communication seven 
years a f te r  i t s  found ing conference. The  f i r s t  concentrates on  the  status o f  
Communication as a f ie ld  o f  s tudy  i n  var ious Canadian universi t ies.  The  second 
examines the problematic and research program o f  indiv iduals i n  the  f ield t o  
ident i fy  t he  changes that  have taken place. The two inf luence each other.  
Some o f  t he  preoccupations o f  researchers re f lec t  the  status o f  the  f ie ld  as a 
discipline, while the  status o f  Communication is inf luenced b y  t he  qua l i ty  and 
content o f  i t s  research. 
(a) The  status o f  Communication as a f ie ld  of s tudy:  
When the  Canadian Communication Association (CCA)  was formed i n  1980, 
l i t t le  at tent ion had been paid t o  whether Communication was a discipl ine or  an 
in terd isc ip l inary  f ie ld  o f  s tudy ,  o r  how it should be located wi th in  t he  academic 
community. I n  fact, Communication departments had existed fo r  many years a t  
several universi t ies,  and the association i n  1980 was simply a collection o f  these 
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somewhat d iverse uni ts,  and  a ra l l y i ng  call f o r  researchers i n  t he  f ield. A t  a 
conference in Windsor, he ld  a year  before the  CCA came in to  being, discussion 
cent red on the  llcommon bond1' o f  t he  f ield, b u t  few argued tha t  t he  common 
bond had  been o r  could easily b e  identif ied. T h e  quest ion wh ich remained 
unanswered in 1980 became increasingly important in the  years t ha t  followed. 
Communication departments grew, more were added, and the  status o f  
Communication and the  placement o f  these departments w i th in  t he  un i ve rs i t y  
became contentious. Moreover, several departments ins t i tu ted graduate 
programs, and i n  doing so, were requ i red t o  ar t icu la te  a coherent p i c tu re  o f  
t h e i r  f ield. 
Between 1980 and 1987, it became necessary t o  address the  quest ion o f  
whether Communication was a discipline. Unfortunately,  there  were no  c r i t e r i a  
f o r  establ ishing when a f ie ld  o f  s tudy  should be called a discipline. Moreover, 
Communication departments were of ten established as in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  
s tudy,  but there  i s  as l i t t l e  l i te ra ture  o f  a n  analyt ical  na tu re  o n  the  concept o f  
in terd isc ip l inar i ty .  As  a consequence, it wi l l  be  necessary to  engage i n  a 
d ivers ion from the  main purpose o f  t h i s  paper. It is  necessary t o  examine the  
concepts o f  "discipi inar i ty"  and  " interdiscipl inar i ty,"  be fore  app ly ing  them in a 
cr i t i ca l  review o f  t he  status o f  Communication. 
In a un i ve rs i t y  context, in terd isc ip l inar i ty  is  used to  re fe r  t o  new f ie lds o f  
s t u d y  t h a t  seem t o  requ i re  t he  e f f o r t s  o f  scholars f rom several d i f f e ren t  
discipl ines (Ber t rand,  1980: 19-24; CambrosiolKeating. 1983: Gelwick, 1983: 
Kroker ,  1980; Morin, 1980). The  var ious in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  in 
Canada a re  qu i te  d i f f e ren t  f rom each other.  Some, such as Women's Studies 
and  Canadian Studies, seem t o  have g rown  ou t  o f  a c r i t ique o f  t he  or ientat ion 
o f  more established fields. Ind iv idua l  courses i n  Women's Studies are  seldom 
v e r y  in terd isc ip l inary ,  however. For example, a t  Simon Fraser,  Women's 
Studies courses a r e  o f fe red in h is tory ,  philosophy, sociology, psychology. I n  
contrast ,  Canadian Studies has adopted a problem-oriented approach, o f fe r ing  
such courses as "Hockey i n  Canada," "The Polit ical Cu l t u re  o f  Canada," and 
the  "Religious Trad i t ion  in Canada." 
Some in terd isc ip l inary  f ie lds  o f  s tudy  a re  more focussed than e i ther  
Canadian o r  Women's Studies. For example, a new f ie ld  has developed called 
" r i sk  assessment," which i s  designed t o  explore methodological and o ther  
questions re la t ing  t o  t he  use o f  scient i f ic  information about such r i sks  as 
chemical hazards f o r  t h e  purposes o f  making pub l ic  policy. Gerontology, and 
Tour ism Studies a re  al l  h i gh l y  focussed areas of s tudy  invo lv ing  academics f rom 
d i f f e ren t  disciplines. 
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Based on these i l lustrat ions,  I would suggest t ha t  a number o f  common 
characteristics ex i s t  i n  these qu i t e  d i f fe rent  in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy.  
F i rs t ,  a l l  o f  these areas can b e  considered to  b e  emerging. They were 
established as new programs a t  some, b u t  not a l l  universi t ies,  and they ref lect  
the pioneer ing ef for ts of t he i r  founders i n  ident i fy ing  t h e  resources fo r  studies 
not undertaken elsewhere. T h i s  po in t  i s  important because it Suggests t ha t  an 
interdiscipl inary area of s tudy  cannot remain i n  i t s  in i t ia l  form for  a n  extended 
per iod o f  time. Par t  of t he  rationale fo r  the  establishment o f  in terd isc ip l inary  
areas of s tudy  is t o  generate new work  t ha t  otherwise would not  be under taken 
unless new opportuni t ies a re  created. Establ ishing Women's Studies o r  
Gerontology as an in terd isc ip l inary  area of s tudy  does n o t  commit the  un i ve rs i t y  
t o  the creat ion of a new departmental unit. Rather, it can b e  seen as a tes t ing  
ground for  the  v iab i l i t y  o f  a new academic program. I n  the  1970s. it was 
generally assumed tha t  many of t he  new in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  would 
grow in to  full-scale departments when (and  i f )  they  established the i r  academic 
credentials. 
Because in terd isc ip l inary  areas of s tudy  a re  considered t o  be experimental, 
scholars work ing i n  them are  g iven tac i t  permission t o  postpone the  search for 
intellectual coherence among themselves. In terd isc ip l inary  studies are  often 
dist inguished b y  t he  fac t  t ha t  each facu l ty  i s  or iented t o  h i s  o r  h e r  own 
research program. The  in terd isc ip l inary  un i t s  and journals serve as "collecting 
basins" fo r  a va r i e t y  of interest ing--and o f ten  important--work t ha t  fa l ls  
outside the conventional disciplines f o r  one reason o r  another. 
There  are  several reasons why an in terd isc ip l inary  area o f  s tudy  might  fa l l  
outside conventional disciplines, even whi le drawing upon the i r  resources. One 
has already been mentioned w i th  respect t o  Canadian Studies. Several o f  t he  
in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  are  llproblem-oriented." Tha t  is, they  approach 
the subjects o f  t he i r  research as problems that  requ i re  t he  application o f  sk i l l s  
from many disciplines. Problem-oriented studies of ten exh ib i t  a pragmatic o r  
policy orientation. I n  o ther  words, a t  least some o f  t he i r  research is  directed 
towards the needs o f  governments, i n d u s t r y  or  advocate groups; much is done 
on the basis o f  contracts; t he  goal is of ten t o  produce recommendations f o r  
publ ic policy. Th is  feature o f  some in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  contr ibutes 
to  i t s  of ten tenuous status--as in terd isc ip l inary  work-- in universi t ies or iented 
towards conventional academic pub1 ication . 
Second, in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  such as Communication o f ten  
present themselves t o  the  wor ld  as l~metadisciplines." Metadisciplines draw from 
several d i f ferent disciplines b u t  they  approach the i r  subject  matter from an 
overarching perspective. One advantage o f  t he  "metatl approach is  tha t  it 
permits researchers to  deal w i th  problems that  have been neglected b y  o ther  
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disciplines because o f  t he i r  inherent ly  complex nature .  Another advantage o f  a 
"metan approach is  t ha t  it facil i tates a commentary on  problems o f  epistemology. 
A th i rd ,  re lated reason why in terd isc ip l inary  f ields o f  s tudy  fa l l  outs ide 
conventional disciplines is t ha t  they  o f t en  develop as a c r i t i que  o f  them. Th is  
c r i t i que  can take many forms. I n  some instances, it means simply argu ing fo r  a 
broad perspective, o r  multi-faceted approach t o  research. In others,  it l inks  
t he  academic s ide of the  un i ve rs i t y  t o  the  pragmatic demands o f  governments 
and in teres t  groups. I n  doing so, questions are  raised about the  " i vo ry  tower" 
status o f  t he  conventional disciplines. T h e  cr i t i ca l  approach taken b y  t he  
in terd isc ip l inary  areas of s tudy  represent a statement about the  power relations 
in the  conventional disciplines, and about the  resu l t ing  neglect o f  par t icu lar  
research problems o r  segments o f  the  population. In discussions about i t s  
signif icance, the  radical  o r  "cu t t ing  edge" nature  o f  in terd isc ip l inary  work  i s  
o f ten  stressed, and the  existence o f  in terd isc ip l inary  wo rk  implies a f i nd ing  o f  
fault. 
For example, t he  establishment o f  Environmental Studies raises the 
quest ion o f  why geographers have not  dealt adequately w i t h  environmental 
issues w i th in  t he i r  discipline. People sympathetic t o  the i r  objectives wonder 
why  departments o f  Women's o r  Canadian Studies are  necessary, and i n  doing 
so, o f f e r  a c r i t i que  o f  t he  established disciplines o f  Engl ish,  H is tory ,  Political 
Science and Sociology. Why have L ingu is ts  focussed on language, and no t  on 
i t s  uses o r  on the social relations that  language sustains? Why do  most 
Sociology departments pay so l i t t l e  at tent ion to technology, when technology has 
such 'a pro found inf luence upon social relations? The  l i s t  is long and the 
arguments are  famil iar t o  anyone who has ever  part ic ipated in the  establishment 
o f  a n  in terd isc ip l inary  area o f  s tudy.  
Final ly,  I have observed that  t he  status o f  in terd isc ip l inary  work  w i th in  
the  un i ve rs i t y  is  always marginal, i n  spi te o f  t he  establishment o f  programs, 
departments and facult ies o f  in terd isc ip l inary  studies. The  value o f  t he  new 
fields o f  s tudy  can never  be taken fo r  granted; t he i r  members' academic 
c red ib i l i t y  i s  of ten under  attack; the f ields themselves are  seen t o  be 
unnecessary, par t icu lar ly  i n  times o f  budge t  cutbacks and  a conservat ive ethos. 
The  status o f  in terd isc ip l inary  work  as marginal may be the resu l t  o f  the  power 
o f  the  established disciplines which see them as competitors f o r  the  scarce 
resources fo r  research and  wi th in  the  un ivers i ty .  
T h e  term "marginal" implies something more than a c r i t i que  o f  the 
established disciplines. In the  classic Simmelian formulation, a marginal person 
is one who is  simultaneously w i th ,  b u t  not  p a r t  of, a g r o u p  (Simmel, 
1950:402-8).  Simmel believed tha t  s u ~ h  indiv iduals were l i ke ly  t o  be i t s  keenest 
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observers, b u t  tha t  the  status of "marginal person" imposed signi f icant 
constraints and pressures upon those who held it. The  use o f  the  term 
llmarginall' to  descr ibe the  new in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  is  appropr iate 
because it captures t he  intellectual v i b rancy  tha t  o f ten  accompanies t he i r  
and the  di f f icul t ies faced b y  researchers i n  maintaining inst i tut ional  
Suppor t  and  legit imacy wi th in  the  un i ve rs i t y .  
Al though Communication had been taught  i n  several un i ve rs i t y  departments 
for many years, Communication was usual ly descr ibed i n  1980 as an 
interdiscipl inary area o f  s tudy.  T h e  descr ipt ion was accurate. First ,  l i ke  
other in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy,  Communication was taught  i n  newly 
emerging programs; i t s  facu l ty  placement was d i f f e ren t  a t  the  var ious Canadian 
universit ies, and i t s  research program was diverse. Second, the  f ie ld  i n  1980 
was also characterized b y  i t s  broad perspect ive,  and i t s  problem-centred 
orientation, and much o f  i t s  theoretical wo rk  was metatheoretical. I n  
Communication, metadisciplinary work  took the form o f  an epistemological 
commentary on the  established disciplines and also about the  concept o f  
d iscipl inar i ty.  Following Innis, many o f  i t s  researchers commented upon the  
monopolies o f  knowledge in more conventional academic f ields. Finally, the  f ie ld  
i tsel f  was descr ibed i n  terms o f  i t s  d is t ingu ish ing characteristics, and it was 
stressed tha t  Communication was no t  l i ke  Informat ion Science o r  Psychology. 
Implied i n  these dist inct ions was a c r i t i que  o f  established disciplines fo r  t he i r  
neglect o f  important questions. T o  t h e  ex tent  t h a t  there  was a common bond to  
the  f ie ld of Communication, it was fashioned i n  opposit ion t o  much ex is t ing  
discipl inary work.  Thus, Communication i n  1980 fit easily w i th in  t he  p i c tu re  o f  
interdiscipl inary work  tha t  I have drawn. 
I n  t he  universi t ies general ly,  in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  suffered 
between the  years 1980 and 1987. A t  Simon Fraser,  t he  c r is is  came i n  1984-5. 
The Facul ty o f  In terd isc ip l inary  Studies was disbanded and a Facul ty o f  Appl ied 
Science replaced it. Communication came under  at tack.  It i s  important to  note 
tha t  the  s i tuat ion o f  Communication was not  un ique a t  Simon Fraser f o r  a 
number o f  in terd isc ip l inary  areas were also under  at tack and some were closed. 
Nor d i d  anyone argue tha t  t he  Communication department lacked intellectual 
s t rength  o r  tha t  s tudent  in teres t  was declining. The  si tuat ion o f  Communication 
a t  Simon Fraser is par t icu lar ly  reveal ing w i th  respect to  the  status o f  
interdiscipl inary studies. A t  Simon Fraser, the  at tack on Communication 
followed immediately upon the  unanimous approval  o f  a Ph.D. program i n  
~ommunicat ion,  and  it came when new Communication departments were being 
established a t  some o ther  universi t ies.  Yet, a t  least one o ther  Canadian 
un i ve rs i t y  also questioned the  f u t u r e  o f  i t s  successful Communication pi-ogram 
d u r i n g  th i s  same period. I n  bo th  instances, those who wished t o  dismantle 
Communication as a department o r  program drew at tent ion t o  the  range o f  topics 
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covered b y  i t s  graduate theses, and they considered merging Communication 
w i th  more conventional d iscipl ines such as Sociology and English. 
The  cr is is  o f  in terd isc ip l inary  studies had an important e f fec t  upon 
Communication. What had been an unstated problem in 1980, t he  status o f  the  
f ie ld  as a discipl ine,  became more important t o  a number o f  academics in var ious 
departments across Canada. Combined wi th  t he  need to  jus t i fy  t he  two new 
Ph.D. programs that  were established d u r i n g  the  same per iod  o f  time, scholars 
i n  Communication began t o  sh i f t  t he i r  view o f  t he  f ie ld,  perhaps in 
imperceptible ways, towards a more conventional one. T h e  inherent  marginal 
status o f  any  in terd isc ip l inary  s tudy,  t he  matur ing  of i t s  research program, t he  
establishment o f  t h e  symbols o f  d isc ip l inar i ty  such as journals and degree 
g ran t i ng  programs, and the cr ises i n  several universi t ies al l  combined t o  al ter  
scholars1 percept ions o f  Communication as a f ie ld  o f  s tudy  and, I shall a rgue 
later,  o f  i t s  research pr ior i t ies.  
Given these changes, a n d  the g row th  o f  t he  f ield, i s  Communication now a 
discipl ine? Tha t  w i l l  depend upon how one defines d isc ip l inar i ty .  
Unfortunately,  there  is as l i t t l e  foundat ion in the l i te ra ture  f o r  a def in i t ion o f  
d isc ip l inar i ty  as there  was fo r  in terd isc ip l inar i ty ,  a l though there  are  a few 
important studies o f  the  h i s to ry  o f  specif ic d iscipl ines (Morgan, 1982; Morgan 
1970; Coll ins 1981 : Knorr-Cet ina 1981 : Laudan 1982; Mil ler 1983). Two th ings 
a r e  evident even f rom a v e r y  cu rso ry  review o f  t he  l i terature.  Each discipl ine 
has i t s  own t ra jec tory  o f  g rowth ,  and each conventional d iscipl ine is  also a 
relat ive newcomer t o  t he  intellectual scene. Indeed, there  is  some evidence that  
al l  conventional disciplines began as in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  study, al though 
the  term l l interdisciplinaryll was not  used v e r y  o f ten  before 1970. 
There  is  one area o f  l i te ra ture  t ha t  i s  useful  f o r  the evaluation o f  the  
d isc ip l inary  status o f  Communication. A small, b u t  increasingly inf luent ia l  
g r o u p  o f  sociologists o f  science have argued that  disciplines w i th in  a un i ve rs i t y  
community are  socially constructed. In other  words, they  argue that  the  
seeming intellectual coherence o f  established discipl ines is  a p roduc t  o f  t he  
negot iat ion engaged in by t he i r  founders. From th i s  perspective, journals and 
conferences are  as important as un i ve rs i t y  administrators1 decisions fo r  
establ ishing the  legit imacy o f  a discipline, f o r  journals prov ide opportuni t ies f o r  
t h e  art iculat ion o f  t he  dist inct ions between one 
the  legit imation o f  t he  interests upon which 
"discipl inar i ty"  confers au tho r i t y  upon the  
between f ie lds o f  s tudy,  and the creat ion o f  
r esu l t  o f  a posi t ioning o f  work  w i t h in  a f ie ld  o f  
recogni t ion a n d  posi t ion o f  dominance. 
"discipline1' and another and fo r  
d isc ip l inar i ty  rests. The  term 
somewhat a r b i t r a r y  boundaries 
a discipl ine represents t he  end 
s tudy  to  achieve i t s  inst i tut ional  
CANADIAN JOURNAL OF COMMUNICATION, SPECIAL ISSUE 3 3 
Whitley's work on the creat ion o f  a new discipl ine among the  natura l  
sciences is  par t icu lar ly  useful because it provides the  benchmarks against which 
the success of t h i s  negotiation can be measured (Whitley 1984:775-818).  He 
a mat r ix  i l lus t ra t ing  t he  d i f f e ren t  factors involved i n  the  creation-- 
o r  fa i lure to  create--a par t icu lar  discipl ine.  For Whitley, th ree factors are  most 
important i n  creat ing d isc ip l inar i ty .  The  f i r s t  i s  related t o  t he  e f fo r ts  of the  
individuals involved. Whitley is  impressed w i th  t he  need fo r  an almost 
entrepreneurial s p i r i t  among a discipl ine's pioneers. Part icular indiv iduals take 
upon themselves t o  negotiate a place wi th in  the  un i ve rs i t y  f o r  a new f ie ld of 
s tudy,  and succeed i n  at taching a label to  it. Th i s  po in t  i s  not  a new one, for  
it has of ten been observed i n  studies of disciplines tha t  par t icu lar  indiv iduals 
have played a p iv i to l  role. One th inks  immediately o f  Harold Innis, who 
devoted considerable energy  to  establ ishing the  f ie ld  o f  polit ical economy at  t he  
Un ivers i ty  o f  Toronto. 
Second, Whitley calls at tent ion t o  t he  role t h a t  scient i f ic  uncer ta in ty  plays 
i n  the  creat ion o f  a new discipline. I n  conventional disciplines, some areas are  
characterized b y  a much greater  degree of scientif ic uncer ta in ty  than others. 
New disciplines are  seeded i n  the  areas of uncer ta in ty  w i th in  t he  established 
disciplines, and develop t o  t he  ex ten t  tha t  a resolut ion o f  uncer ta in ty  is 
possible w i th  a new approach. Here, Whitley echoes and extends an 
observation made ear l ier  i n  t h i s  paper. In terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  develop 
as c r i t iques o f  t he  established disciplines. Whitley suggests t ha t  these 
cr i t iques f i n d  fe r t i le  soil where the research wi th in  an established discipl ine is  
characterized b y  uncer ta in ty ,  and t h a t  in terd isc ip l inar i ty  is  replaced b y  
discipl inar i ty t o  the  degree that  a claim of re la t ive  cer ta in ty  can be established 
within a new f ie ld o f  s tudy.  
Final ly,  Whitley draws at tent ion to  the  role of methodology i n  t he  creat ion 
o f  a new discipline. He suggests t ha t  methodological uncer ta in ty  is  as 
important as substant ive uncer ta in ty  i n  the  development o f  disciplines. The 
newly def ined fields o f  s tudy,  he suggests, being wi th  a posi t ive a t t i tude 
towards methodological uncer ta in ty  and a h igh  degree o f  tolerance fo r  a broad 
range o f  paradigms. D isc ip l inar i ty  is  sustained when the  methodological 
pluralism and uncer ta in ty  is replaced w i th  some degree o f  agreement about 
appropr iate methodologies. 
I n  the  past seven years, Communication has developed many o f  t he  
a t t r ibu tes  o f  d isc ip l inar i ty  tha t  Whitley and h is  colleagues describe. I n  the  
establishment o f  new programs and departments, the  graduate degrees and i n  
the resolution o f  t he  crises, those wi th in  t h e  f ie ld  have demonstrated 
institutional expert ise.  These e f f o r t s  have been supported b y  t he  existence 
and legit imacy o f  the  Canadian Communication Association, b y  more than one 
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francophone journal, and b y  the  improving prospects f o r  one o r  more Engl ish 
language journals o f  Communication i n  Canada, and b y  t he  recogni t ion o f  
Communication undergraduate and  graduate  degrees. One would have t o  
conclude tha t  the  e f f o r t s  o f  t he  "pioneers1' t o  establish a discipl ine and t o  
maintain d isc ip l inary  interests w i th in  the  universi t ies have been successful. 
Th i s  entrepreneurial ism has important intellectual dimensions, ones which 
Whitley's analysis seems to  neglect. The  role o f  par t icu lar  indiv iduals as 
scholars in boundary-creat ion o f  a discipl ine should no t  be underestimated. 
Jus t  as inst i tut ional  recognit ion is  contested, so too, t he  def in i t ion  o f  t he  
common bond is a subject  o f  negotiation. As an in terd isc ip l inary  area o f  s tudy  
becomes a discipline, e f f o r t s  are d i rec ted to  del ineat ing i t s  content, r a the r  than 
jus t  i t s  d ist inct ions from other  f ie lds o f  s tudy.  I n  Communication, i n  th is  
regard,  one th inks  o f  the  work o f  Marike Finlay a t  McGill, B i l l  Melody a t  Simon 
Fraser,  Peter B r u c k  a t  Carleton, t he  technology g r o u p  a t  UQAM, and the 
popular cu l t u re  groups o f  UQAM and Simon Fraser. These indiv iduals are  
seeking to  stake ou t  the  def in i t ion  o f  Communication i n  Canada b y  def in ing  i t s  
common intellectual bond. I n  doing so, they  are  even challenging the 
"pioneers" w i th in  the  discipl ine i tsel f .  
Final ly,  Communication was characterized in 1980 b y  i t s  methodological 
pluralism. Indeed, there was l i t t l e  observable consistency i n  the  research 
programs o f  i t s  scholars. Some drew heavi ly from l i t e ra ry  theory  and the  
humanities. For others,  Communication was more ak in  to  phi losophy than social 
science, and others thought  t ha t  Communication should be an empirically-based 
social science. A t  Simon Fraser,  t he  emphasis was on  histor ical  and 
inst i tut ional  studies. As I wil l  a rgue i n  the  nex t  section o f  t h i s  paper,  much o f  
t h i s  methodological pluralism--and uncertainty-- is disappearing. 
Thus,  I would argue that  Communication i n  1987 is more l i ke  a discipl ine 
than a n  in terd isc ip l inary  area o f  study. Is th is  t rans i t ion  a good th ing?  One 
might  expect tha t  some o f  the  c r i t i ca l  edge o f  t he  ear l ier  studies has been 
dul led,  since the e f f o r t  t o  d is t ingu ish  Communication from other  f ie lds o f  s tudy  
has become less important. As  well, one might  lament t h e  decline o f  
methodological p lural ism and the development o f  specialized language i n  
Communication, seeing both  as evidence o f  the g row th  o f  a new "monopoly o f  
knowledge," th is  time i n  Communication, the  v e r y  f ie ld tha t  once focussed on 
monopolies o f  knowledge as an area fo r  s tudy.  
Comments about the  negat ive ef fects o f  d isc ip l inar i ty  are beside the point .  
The pressures f o r  d isc ip l inar i ty  do  no t  come pr imar i ly  from the desire o f  
d isc ip l inary  members t o  create monopolies o f  knowledge. T h e  main pressures 
f o r  d isc ip l inar i ty  have come from the lack o f  resources fo r  in terd isc ip l inary  
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work ,  the  natura l  matur ing  process o f  departments and  programs o f  
~ ~ m m u n i c a t i o n ,  t he  cont inuing interact ion o f  scholars i n  t he  f ie ld t h rough  the i r  
conferences and journals, and perhaps most s t rong ly  f rom the cr ises t ha t  
several departments and programs have faced i n  t he  last  few years. The  choice 
well have been t o  dissolve Communication as an in terd isc ip l inary  area o f  
o r  t o  move towards d isc ip l inar i ty ,  in which case the  c u r r e n t  heal th of t he  
field is  the  best evidence t h a t  a wise choice was made. 
( b )  The  research program o f  Communication: 
The  research program i n  Communication is  considerably less d iverse i n  
1987 than it was i n  1980. My analysis o f  t h i s  change is an exp lora tory  and 
suggestive one. It is based on the  recent publ icat ions b y  Communication 
researchers t ha t  I have been able to  f i n d  i n  such journals as t he  Canadian 
Review o f  Sociology and Anthropology and Canadian Polit ical and Social Theory  
as well as publ icat ions i n  the  - Canadian Journal  o f  Communication. It includes 
information taken from conversations w i th  indiv iduals and  part ic ipat ion i n  
colloquia a t  several universi t ies,  and on the  recent conference programs o f  t he  
Canadian Communication Association. It is  based on an assessment o f  Engl ish 
language scholarship only.  
There  are  now several ident i f iable preoccupations w i th in  t he  f ield: media 
studies, textual  analysis, cu l t u ra l  studies and technology studies. T h e  newly 
emerging importance o f  media studies is not  surpr is ing .  I n  t he  past several 
years, broadcast ing regulat ion i n  Canada has been unde r  close scru t iny .  
Recently, a number o f  researchers have done background studies f o r  t he  
Broadcasting Task Force, o r  have conducted research on such related issues as 
"balance," "qua l i ty  o f  programming," "violence i n  television" and "stereotyping" 
(CaplanlSauvageau, 1986) .  These studies are  requ i red  i n  order  to  suppor t  
changes i n  broadcast ing legislation and the  new modes o f  broadcast ing 
regulation. Communication research has ref lected the  need, and  in doing so, 
now contains a more comprehensive l i te ra ture  on broadcasting and media than 
existed even a few years ago. T h e  inf luence o f  government fund ing on the  
research programs o f  a discipl ine should never  be underestimated. I n  the  case 
of Communication, the  l inks  between pol icy needs, fund ing for  research and the 
research program i n  the  f ie ld a re  easy t o  demonstrate. 
Media studies has a par t icu lar  or ientat ion i n  Canada i n  1987, p a r t l y  as a 
resu l t  o f  t he  fund ing and pol icy pr io r i t ies .  The  main issues that  have 
commanded at tent ion concern matters related t o  regulation. For example, 
studies were conducted fo r  the  Task Force on Broadcasting to  determine the 
role o f  t he  pub l ic  broadcasting system, t he  ef fect  o f  llspill-over" from American 
television, the  status o f  broadcast ing f o r  of f ic ia l  language minorit ies and a 
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number o f  legal and regu la tory  matters (Tremblay, 1986; Donner, 1986; McLeod 
Arnopoulos, 1986; Salter, 1986). With t he  exception of news, t he  program 
content o f  television, t he  d i f fus ion o f  ideas th rough  the  mass media, the  
meanings conveyed b y  par t icu lar  programs al l  have at t racted re la t ive ly  l i t t l e  
attention, a l though these topics form the core o f  media studies i n  most o ther  
countr ies.  
The  emergence o f  an  increased emphasis on  technology in communication 
has several or ig ins.  it ref lects,  among o ther  th ings, a decision taken a t  Simon 
Fraser t o  locate t he  Department o f  Communication i n  a Facul ty o f  Appl ied 
Sciences, when the Facul ty o f  In terd isc ip l inary  Studies was disbanded three 
years ago. I n  a rgu ing  in favour  o f  i t s  placement i n  Appl ied Sciences, members 
o f  the  Department stressed the  relat ionship between technology and cu l t u re  as 
being cent ra l  t o  t he  problematic o f  Communication. They also agreed t o  
emphasize the  s tudy  of t he  new technologies, o r  a t  least t he  regu la tory  aspects 
o f  t he  new technologies in a revised curr iculum. As the  Communication 
department a t  Simon Fraser is  one o f  t he  largest i n  Canada, i t s  perspect ive 
reverberated throughout  t he  f ield, even if o ther  departments have d i f fe rent  
orientations. 
A second source o f  t he  new emphasis on technology stems from the  
inf luence o f  Jurgen Habermas, whose preoccupation w i th  issues i n  
Communication and in teres t  i n  technological ra t iona l i ty  as a mode o f  thought  
made him a source o f  theoretical ins ight  f o r  a number o f  scholars in 
Communication. What is  in teres t ing  in bo th  these instances i s  tha t  t he  focus on 
technslogy is  not  usual ly concerned w i th  the  technology i tsel f .  To  b e  sure, 
some research i n  Engl ish Canada is  directed t o  unders tand ing the  e f fec t  o f  home 
videos and computers, and other academics have wr i t t en  about satell i tes. B u t  
t he  focus o f  t he i r  at tent ion is  not  t he  technology per  se, b u t  the  polit ical and 
regu la tory  implications o f  pu rsu ing  par t icu lar  policies w i th  respect to  it. 
Most often, however, technology studies i n  Communication examine 
technology as it af fects modes o f  t h i nk ing  and social relations. For example, 
Finlay wr i tes i n  t he  Canadian Journal  o f  Political and Social Theory  about how 
technology creates a d iscurs ive  order  conducive t o  social control  (Finlay,  1987). 
Char land wri tes about " the  rhetor ic  o f  technological nationalism1' tha t  
"ascr ibe(s) to  technology the capacity t o  create a nation" (Char land, 1986). 
Angus and  Cook look a t  nuclear technology as a form o f  ideology (AnguslCook, 
1987). Wernick re-evaluates l nn i s  and Havelock (Wernick, 1986). I n  none o f  
these examples is  t he  focus o f  at tent ion the  new communication technologies. 
B y  and large, t he  s tudy  o f  technology i n  Communication has been concerned 
w i th  the  relat ionship o f  technological organization ( inc lud ing eve ry th ing  from 
the  new communication technologies t o  modes o f  t h i nk ing )  and how society is 
CANADIAN JOURNAL OF COMMUNICATION. SPECIAL ISSUE 37 
organized and  understood. The  s tudy  of technology provides a mode o f  
theor iz ing about power relations i n  society, and indeed about society i tsel f .  
The t h i r d  focus i n  Communication is textual  analysis, and it might best b e  
described as a search for a methodology f o r  Communication research. A large 
proportion of the  papers a t  t he  Canadian Communication Association 1987 
meetings dealt w i t h  problems and  applications o f  d i f f e ren t  techniques o f  content 
and discourse analysis. The  people who presented the papers concentrated on 
the resul ts of t he i r  studies--coverage o f  peace and disarmament issues in the 
news, f o r  example--but the  greatest  interest  was displayed i n  how they "readl1 
the i r  texts.  
The  new in teres t  i n  textual  analysis has a somewhat d i f f e ren t  basis from 
either content analysis o r  l i t e ra ry  theory,  a l though methods have been borrowed 
from each approach. There  a re  several reasons fo r  the  difference. The  f i r s t  
is the recent inf luence o f  Michel Foucault. A l though many disciplines and  
interdiscipl inary areas o f  s tudy  claim Foucault as a theor ist  i n  the i r  f ields, h i s  
l ink  t o  Communication is  qu i te  easy to  demonstrate. The  influence o f  Foucault 
has been t o  re- introduce the  concept o f  discourse in to  t he  f ie ld  o f  
Communication and t o  def ine discourse i n  a manner comparable to  Habermas' 
technological rat ional i ty,  as a mode o f  t h i nk ing  o r  speaking. Textual  analysis 
is of ten called discourse analysis, even when methods more closely ak in  t o  
content analysis are  used. 
As well, Canadians have been inf luenced b y  t he  work  o f  Engl ish theor ists 
who have focussed the i r  at tent ion on ideology, cu l t u re  and related concepts. 
As is  the  case w i th  Foucault, a number o f  d i f f e ren t  disciplines claim th i s  body 
o f  theoretical work  as the i r  own. Communication researchers i n  Canada i n  1987 
seem less interested than the i r  colleagues from other  disciplines i n  "reading 
ideology" o r  i n  analysing the  specif ic ideological content o f  par t icu lar  events o r  
media programs. They are  inf luenced by ,  b u t  d o  no t  conduct cu l tu ra l  studies. 
Instead, they  draw upon a qu i te  d iverse l i te ra ture  on ideology and cu l t u re  f o r  
insights about the  relat ionship between media content and social context. In 
seeking t o  understand the "act ive process o f  construct ion and reconstruct ion o f  
meaning1' t ha t  occurs between the  audience and t h e  producers o f  messages, 
Communication researchers r e l y  upon concepts such as hegemony, llnaturalizedll 
and " p r i ~ i l e g e d , ~ ~  t o  show how par t icu lar  interpretat ions o f  events come t o  be 
taken for  granted--as llnaturall'--in t he  minds o f  those whose experience they 
contradict. 
Finally, i n  Communication i n  1987, a good deal o f  at tent ion is s t i l l  being 
directed t o  t he  s tudy  o f  cu l tu re ,  but the  approach has changed signi f icant ly.  
I n  1980, cu l t u re  was an element in the  problematic Communication because, both  
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i n  Quebec and  in Canada, questions about national and cu l t u ra l  sovereignty 
commanded signi f icant attention. The s tudy  o f  cu l t u re  w i th in  Communication 
was t ied  t o  specif ic federal o r  provincial  cu l tu ra l  policies. I n  1987, cu l t u re  has 
a d i f f e ren t  meaning. Drawing from t h e  Engl ish theorists, cu l tu ra l  studies i n  
Communication now re fe r  t o  "popular culture," sub-cul tural  communities o r  
opposit ional.cultures, which establ ish themselves i n  opposit ion t o  the  hegemonic 
discourse. O f  in teres t  a re  musicians, music videos, v ideoart ists,  punk  and 
y o u t h  cul tures,  and opposit ional cu l tu res  i n  indust r ia l  societies o r  in t h i r d  
wor ld countries. The i r  music, language, points o f  reference and  sty le,  it i s  
argued, undermine the  dominant in terpre ta t ion  o f  real i ty,  creat ing a dialectic o f  
meanings, and  a "struggle" for a pol i t ics o f  meaning. 
( c )  Research in 1987 and the Problematic o f  Communication: 
How do  these four  foci i n  Communication in Canada in 1987 relate t o  t h e  
or ig ina l  paradigm in Communication? T h e  answer is a complex one. Recall t ha t  
there  were several elements t o  t he  problematic o f  Communication i n  i t s  or ig ina l  
formulation. F i rs t ,  Communication involved the  s tudy  o f  information, as it was 
produced and in terpre ted i n  d i f fe rent  social and cu l tu ra l  contexts.  T h e  recent 
wo rk  is  s t i l l  focussed on  the in terpre ta t ion  o f  informat ion i n  d i f f e ren t  contexts. 
More at tent ion is  now be ing paid t o  t he  actual re lat ionship between informat ion 
and  i t s  interpretat ion,  for example, in the  cu l tu ra l  studies approach. Second, 
it would b e  less appropr iate in 1987 to  character ize Communication as hav ing a 
pol i t ical  economy perspect ive than it was i n  1980, and Harold lnn is  appears t o  
be less inf luent ia l  in p rov id ing  the theoretical concepts f o r  t he  discipline. With 
t he  exception of material expressly commissioned for  t he  Task Force o n  
Broadcast ing (much of which was not  prepared b y  Communication researchers 
resident a t  t he  universi t ies),  research is  less focussed on issues concerning 
i n d u s t r y  s t ruc ture .  
Th i rd ,  Communication i n  1980 was seen t o  have had a par t icu lar  or ientat ion 
t o  t h e  s tudy  o f  information. Communication had  to  b e  understood as a process 
engaging the  producers o f  information and the  audience i n  t h e  construct ion and 
reconstruct ion of meaning. Th is  aspect of Communication research has been 
strengthened since 1980 b y  increasing reliance on  theoretical work  d rawn  from 
t h e  cu l t u ra l  studies perspective. A t  t he  same time, t he  emergence o f  a 
preoccupation w i th  questions o f  discourse, and  the  development o f  a s igni f icant 
in teres t  in methods o f  textual  analysis has d i rec ted researchers away from the  
s t u d y  o f  the  relat ionship between the  message and i t s  audience, except t o  the  
ex ten t  tha t  t h i s  relat ionship is  evident w i th in  a text .  I ronical ly,  t he  new f ie ld  
o f  " in terpre ta t ion  studies" fa l ls  outside the discipl ine o f  Communication. 
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Four th ,  it was argued that  t he  technology used i n  the  product ion and 
d i s t r i bu t i on  o f  information, and the pol i t ical  and economic condi t ions under  
which information was produced had a d i rec t  ef fect  on the content o f  t ha t  
information. Th i s  aspect o f  the  problematic o f  Communication has been eclipsed 
b y  o ther  foci o f  concern. The  in teres t  i n  technology has remained strong, b u t  
o f ten  technology is used as a synonym f o r  t he  indust r ia l  o r  post- industr ia l  era, 
o r  f o r  t he  social and  material conf igurat ion w i th in  any  par t icu lar  society. 
Final ly,  it was suggested tha t  Communication i n  1980 was preoccupied wi th  
questions o f  cu l tu re ,  and t h a t  even the most theoretical ar t ic les o f ten  ended up 
wi th  a pragmatic l i s t  o f  recommendations fo r  pub l ic  policy. Th is  aspect o f  the  
problematic o f  Communication has changed more than any other.  The  
perspect ive on cu l t u re  has been "internationalized," and specif ically Canadian 
questions no longer command as much at tent ion as they  d i d  in  1980. Indeed, 
much o f  t he  pol icy work  i n  media studies is, as I have noted, concerned w i th  
legal and regu la tory  problems tha t  might  b e  addressed equally well i n  any 
national context .  
Communication in 1987: A Cr i t i ca l  Review: 
I have focussed on two qu i t e  d i f f e ren t  aspects o f  t he  changes i n  
Communication from 1980 to  1987. On the  one hand, I have traced some o f  t he  
factors responsible f o r  t he  s h i f t  i n  Communication from an in terd isc ip l inary  area 
o f  s tudy  to  something resembling a conventional d iscipl ine w i th in  t h i s  time 
period. On the o ther  hand, I have attempted t o  locate t he  foci o f  
Communication research i n  1987, and t o  use a descr ipt ion o f  the  problematic o f  
Communication prepared i n  1980 as a po in t  o f  comparison between 1980 and  
1987. I n  p rov id ing  a c r i t i ca l  review o f  Communication i n  1987, 1 would l i ke  t o  
follow the same procedure, dealing in t u r n  w i t h  t he  implications o f  d isc ip l inar i ty  
f o r  Communication and wi th  the research program i n  Communication as it can be 
discerned i n  1987. 
(a) Communication as a discipline: 
T h e  t rans i t ion  from in terd isc ip l inar i ty  to  d isc ip l inar i ty  car r ies  w i th  it some 
consequences. F i rs t ,  it is t o  be expected that  some loss o f  d i ve rs i t y  wi l l  
occur. Disciplines usual ly have less tolerance fo r  substant ive pluralism, g iven 
the a t ten t ion  t he i r  members pay to  def in ing  the  boundaries o f  t he  f ield. T h i s  
loss o f  d i ve rs i t y  is apparent in Communication, a l though the f ie ld  encompasses 
more topics than most conventional disciplines. I would argue tha t  the  loss o f  
d i ve rs i t y  i n  Communication research is no t  al together a bad thing, because 
there  are  not  enough researchers i n  Communication t o  sustain mult ip le research 
programs o f  any  substance. 
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The  metadisciplinary perspect ive was no easier to  sustain than was the  
status o f  Communication as a n  in terd isc ip l inary  area o f  s tudy.  The 
metadisciplinary approach o f  Communication provoked s t rong  cr i t ic ism from the  
conventional disciplines, which gradua l ly  al tered the i r  own paradigms t o  
incorporate some aspects o f  t he  metadiscipl inary c r i t ique.  As well, a t  a time 
when Communication was under  attack, the  best course o f  act ion was to  
underp lay  t he  metadisciplinary aspects o f  the  f ie ld.  
T h e  metadisciplinary approach also resul ted i n  h igh  levels o f  theoretical 
and  research uncer ta in ty  w i th in  Communication. These uncertaint ies,  as Whitley 
suggested, b r e d  the i r  own new in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy.  For  example, 
in Communication w i th in  the  past seven years, two new in terd isc ip l inary  groups 
related to  b u t  d i f f e ren t  f rom Communication have emerged. One, a t  York  
Un ivers i ty ,  focusses on arts,  cu l t u re  and social and pol i t ical  thought,  and it 
has publ ished a new journal, Border l ines.  A t  Carleton, a cent re  f o r  t h e  s tudy  
o f  cu l tu ra l  pol icy has been created, drawing i t s  members p a r t l y  from outside 
t h e  Communication department. I t s  projects include a b ib l iography on cu l tu ra l  
pol icy and the creat ion o f  a l te rnat ive  news indices f o r  repor t ing  on pol i t ical  
matters. Metadiscipl inar i ty,  it seems, has spawned new f ie lds o f  endeavor, 
sometimes a t  t he  expense o f  Communication as a d is t inc t  f ie ld  o f  i t s  own. 
Some o f  the  c r i t i ca l  or ientat ion o f  Communication has also been lost  i n  t he  
t rans i t ion  to  discipl inar i ty.  Th is ,  too, i s  not a serious problem. Many o f  t he  
topics which were formerly neglected a re  now being addressed b y  conventional 
disciplines, p a r t l y  as a resu l t  o f  Communication and i t s  publications. As well, 
an  epistemological commentary, such as was common to  Communication studies i n  
t he  1980s. cannot sustain a f ie ld  on a long term basis. Sooner o r  later,  any  
in terd isc ip l inary  area o f  s tudy  tha t  i s  based on an epistemological commentary 
must prov ide answers about how a more adequate s tudy  should be conducted. 
The  resu l t  may b e  tha t  t he  epistemological c r i t i c s  move elsewhere i n to  y e t  newer 
in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  where epistemological commentaries are  again 
important. 
Final ly,  the  loss o f  marginal i ty attached t o  t he  f ie ld  o f  Communication has 
meant much less at tent ion must now b e  directed t o  jus t i fy ing  t he  existence o f  a 
separate program o r  discipline. That  i s  to  the  good, as more e f f o r t  can be 
expended on  research. I t h i n k  i t  i s  also t rue ,  unfortunately,  t h a t  t he  
intel lectual  debate w i th in  Communication has lost  some o f  i t s  v i ta l i t y .  
The  po in t  was made ear l ier  t h a t  the  t rans i t ion  f rom in terd isc ip l inar i ty  to  
d isc ip l inar i ty  was nei ther posi t ive nor  negative, b u t  simply inevitable, g i ven  the  
external  pressures placed upon academics i n  t he  f ie ld  and the  natura l  matur ing  
process o f  t he  var ious programs and departments. The loss o f  marginal i ty,  
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diversity and  cr i t i ca l  perspect ive should b e  viewed i n  the  same l igh t .  They, 
too, are a somewhat inevitable consequence o f  the  development o f  Communication 
in the  pas t  seven years. Tha t  said, it is  important t o  po in t  ou t  t ha t  the  type 
of typ ica l  of in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  owes no necessary 
allegiance t o  t he  philosophical o r  pol i t ical  r i g h t  o r  lef t .  Some "cr i t ical"  
interdiscipl inary areas of s tudy  are best character ized as "radical," others as 
illiberal" a n d  others seem to be profoundly "conservative" i n  orientation. The 
political consequences of the  analyses offered wi th in  a f ie ld  o f  s tudy are  not 
related t o  i t s  status as a discipline. Some o f  the  most pol i t ical ly radical work  
has been done i n  Such conventional disciplines as History;  some o f  the  most 
philosophically conservative, i n  in terd isc ip l inary  areas o f  s tudy  such as r i s k  
assessment. T h e  transi t ion from in terd isc ip l inar i ty  t o  d isc ip l inar i ty  in  
~ ~ m m u n i c a t i o n  should not be understood as a s h i f t  i n  t he  philosophical o r  
polit ical or ientat ion o f  i t s  researchers. 
(b) Communication Research: 
The  increasing emphasis on media studies i n  Communication was, I argued 
ear l ier ,  p a r t l y  a resu l t  o f  t he  requirements o f  government and o f  t he  avai labl i ty 
of fund ing to  meet these needs. A l though th i s  surge i n  fund ing has created a 
l i te ra ture  on media and broadcasting where l i t t l e  existed before, there  are  some 
dangers in re l y i ng  upon the needs o f  government to  create the  research foci 
w i th in  a discipl ine.  The needs o f  pol icy makers are as changeable as the i r  
motivations and the  polit ical climate. The development o f  an  adequate research 
program on  media and broadcast ing i n  Communication depends upon the 
sustained e f f o r t  o f  many researchers. Th i s  wi l l  r equ i re  research fund ing wi th  
no po l icy  mandate, and a wil l ingness on the p a r t  o f  t he  Social Sciences and 
Humanities Research Council t o  f und  research tha t  has pol icy implications. 
T h e  loss o f  the  focus on national problems o f  ident i ty ,  whi le not  complete, 
i s  t r oub l i ng ,  par t icu lar ly  if it is replaced b y  a seemingly internat ional ly 
applicable concept o f  cu l tu re .  Communication researchers have a great  deal to  
cont r ibu te  t o  t he  s tudy o f  cu l tu ra l  and national sovereignty i n  a Canadian and 
Quebec context .  The problems that  th is  research is intended to resolve are  
more important t han  ever i n  l i g h t  o f  the  f ree t rade and Meech Lake agreements. 
Similarly, it would be d i s tu rb ing  if reliance upon theoretical concepts from 
cu l tu ra l  studies in England distracted Communication researchers f rom doing the 
ethnographic studies in  Canada t o  determine the  nature  o f  so called popular 
cu l t u re  in a Canadian context .  A l though it may be t r u e  tha t  t he  music, fashion 
and language o f  popular cu l t u re  is internat ional ,  t he  experiences of the i r  
Part ic ipants are not.  T h e  s t reng th  o f  Communication as a f ie ld  of s tudy is  i n  
i t s  a t ten t ion  to  t h e  relat ionship between information and i t s  social and cu l tu ra l  
context .  Th is  requ i res  specif ically local and national studies. 
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Final ly,  there  is the  quest ion o f  whether the  foci on technology and on 
textual  analysis a re  beneficial o r  not. In bo th  cases. there  is a tendency for  
the  theoretical material, which is v e r y  abstract ,  to  become disconnected from 
the research programs, and f o r  t he  resu l t ing  research t o  be considerably less 
in teres t ing  than i t s  theoretical prospectus would suggest. I n  the  case o f  
technology, t he  resu l t  has been to  use research o r  technology as a mode o f  
theor iz ing about social relations i n  general. T h e  speci f ic i ty o f  the  technological 
dimension o f  communication, so important i n  t he  work o f  Harold Innis, has 
become secondary to  the  more general discussion o f  power and dominance. I n  
some instances, I suggest, technology has become simply a metaphor f o r  modern 
societies. 
I n  the  case of textual  analysis, there  is  t he  v e r y  real  danger tha t  the  
analysis o f  tex ts  wi l l  become an end i n  i tsel f ,  t o  t he  exclusion o f  h istor ical  o r  
social research. There  are two reasons why th i s  might happen. One is t ha t  
w i th in  some theories o f  discourse, tex ts  are understood as themselves 
const i tu t ing  social relations. If one accepts th is  view o f  texts,  there  is no 
reason to  look outside the t e x t  fo r  an understanding o f  t he i r  social and cu l tu ra l  
context .  Were th i s  view t o  become dominant w i th in  Communication, a 
fundamental change would have occur red wi th in  i t s  problematic. Moreover, the  
di f ferences between industr ia l ized and non- industr ia l ized cu l tu res  w i th  respect 
t o  the  role o f  tex ts  would have been underplayed. 
In dealing w i th  bo th  technology and  texts,  the  emphasis on Foucault, on  
the  new Br i t i sh  theor ists o f  ideology and on the Habermas-inspired perspect ive 
is  qu i te  similar i n  i t s  ef fect  upon Communication as a f ie ld o f  s tudy.  On one 
hand, i t  creates a pressing need fo r  a methodology that  can encompass and  
draw upon the  theoretical concepts. On  the other hand, the  theoretical work 
i tse l f  is su f f i c ien t ly  broad and general  so as t o  make methodological c l a r i t y  
d i f f i cu l t .  The resu l t  has been two-fold. There  appears t o  be an increasing 
gap between the theory--which is o f ten  about social re lat ions i n  t he i r  most 
general sense--and the method--which despite t he  theoretical innovations draws 
heavi ly f rom content analysis and methods o f  semiotic o r  l i t e ra ry  analysis. 
Technology and textual  analysis i n  Communication i n  1987 has at t racted a g rea t  
deal o f  at tent ion,  b u t  there is y e t  to be a substant ia l  body o f  tex tua l  research 
tha t  l ives u p  t o  the  promise o f  i t s  theoretical foundations. The  debate is about 
theory  and about methodology, b u t  t he  connection between the two eludes 
Communication researchers, as indeed it does researchers in other  f ields. 
The  reason fo r  being preoccupied wi th  textual  analysis is  of ten simply a 
pragmatic one. Tex ts  are accessible and much easier t o  s tudy  than the 
development o f  pub l ic  policies, the  inst i tut ional  s t ruc tu re  o f  an  i ndus t r y  or  t he  
ethnography o f  a community. They do  not  raise questions fo r  t he  researchers 
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about access t o  data o r  v e r y  many ethical issues. A method can be developed, 
a f t e r  some debate, t ha t  wi l l  produce relat ively reliable resul ts.  Th is  simplifies 
t he  research process, and suppor ts  d isc ip l inar i ty  b y  eliminating t he  need fo r  
methodological pluralism. 
The  p r i ce  f o r  Communication of concentrat ing on textual  analysis is  a h igh  
one. Unless one accepts t he  view tha t  tex ts  invar iab ly  embody and const i tute 
al l  social and  polit ical relations (a view tha t  has considerably less t o  recommend 
it i n  t he  case o f  non- industr ia l ized cu l tu res) ,  concentrat ing on tex ts  changes 
the  perspect ive o f  Communication as a f ie ld  o f  s tudy.  The emphasis g iven to  
t he  ac t ive  relat ionship between the  message and i t s  audience is diminished if 
on ly  one side of t h i s  relat ionship is  the  subject  o f  extensive s tudy.  
Conclusion: 
A t  t he  seven year mark, several papers have been wr i t t en  t ha t  attempt t o  
take stock of Communication e i ther  as a discipl ine o r  as a body o f  research. 
These papers are  important because they, too, p lay a role i n  establ ishing 
d isc ip l inar i ty  and i n  developing a research program. Each o f  these papers 
takes a h igh l y  indiv idual ist  approach, as is inevi table even if a systematic 
review o f  the  l i te ra ture  has been conducted. There  are  many who wi l l  
disagree, even wi th  t he  argument tha t  Communication is  no longer best 
descr ibed as an in terd isc ip l inary  area of study, and cer ta in ly  w i th  t he  c r i t i ca l  
comments o f fe red here  on  technology and tex tua l  analysis and on cu l tu ra l  
studies. Each paper, inc lud ing th i s  one, is  meant t o  provoke ra ther  than settle 
the  debates w i th in  the  f ield. 
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